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Name :  Research  Design,  Machine  Compilation 
and  Analysis  of  Data 

Title:  Data  Processing 


July  1,  1965  through  June  30,  1966 


Abstract; 


Recommendations : 


Objectives: 


Techniques  Used: 


Data  processing  was  carried  out  for  all  programs  presented  in 
this  report  during  the  segment  period. 

1.  Consideration  is  being  given  to  the  employment  of  a 
computer  programmer  in  order  to  more  efficiently  handle 
up-dating  of  existing  programs  and  establishing  contemplated 
Univac  1004  Computer  programs  which  are  presently  being 
accomplished  under  contract. 

2.  It  is  recommended  that  this  Job  be  continued  in  its  present 
form  for  the  following  year. 

1.  To  handle  necessary  administrative  functions  of 
processing  systems. 

2.  To  perform  necessary  auditing  and  coding  of  field  forms 
preparatory  to  machine  functions. 

3.  To  machine  process  data  as  required  and/or  requested 
according  to  prescribed  methods. 

4.  To  perform  necessary  clerical  editing  of  printed  machine 
results. 

Each  program  and  program  job  require  specific  procedures 
dictated  by  objectives  of  the  work.   Basically,  the  order  of 
procedures  follows  a  sequence  pattern: 

1.  Auditing,  coding  and  arranging  source  data 

2.  Machine  card  processing 
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a.  Card  punching  by  one  operator 

b.  Verify  punching  by  another  operator 

c.  Machine  verification  and  correction  of  errors. 

3.  Machine  procedures.   Includes  all  basic  card  sequencing, 
computations  and  tabulations  and  any  specific  machine 
processing  as  required  and/or  requested. 

4.  Data  editing  and  summaries.   Includes  checking  sequence  and 
correctness  of  machine  runs  and  preparing  necessary  report 
formats. 

Findings:  Data  processing  work  was  preformed  on  the  following  programs: 

The  time  analysis  for  each  function  within  these  programs  is 
presented  at  the  end  of  Job  1. 

1.  Banding 

Project  FW-2R  responsibility  in  this  program  consists  of 
coordination  of  the  Commission  banding  program  with  the 
Uo  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  with  sub-permit  holders 
within  the  Commission;  administration  of  the  program; 
recording  all  banding  data  by  the  Commission  and  recording 
all  recovery  data  concerning  Louisiana  as  supplied  by  the 
Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife;  and  preparation  of 
reports  of  these  activities  as  required.   (See  Job  5  for 
banding  reports.) 

2.  Biloxi  W.  M.  A.  Fishermen  Use  Survey 

During  this  year  data  processing  responsibilities  for  this 
program  consisted  of  completion  of  the  survey  from  infor- 
mation received  on  source  document  collection  forms.   The 
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final  survey  report  was  completed  and  submitted  during 
January  1966. 
3.   Deer  Kill  Survey 

The  yearly  deer  kill  survey  (for  the  1965-66  hunting  season) 
was  carried  out  during  the  segment.   This  survey  was  expanded 
and  conducted  on  a  parish  basis  for  the  first  time.   270 
additional  man-days  were  required.   Data  processing 
responsibilities  for  this  mail  survey  consisted  of  the 
following  phases; 

a.  License  file  handling.   Duplicate  copies  of  big  game 
licenses  were  forwarded  to  the  Project  and  these  were 
recorded  and  pre-determined  licenses  pulled  for 
sampling. 

b.  A  master  locator  punch  card  was  prepared  bearing 
descriptive  identification  numbers  and  the  hunter's  name 
and  address. 

c.  Survey  mailings.   Address  labels  were  prepared  by  computer 
and  questionnaire  identification  series  were  machine 
prepared  for  each  of  three  mailings  with  responses  being 
purged  from  subsequent  mailings. 

d.  Questionnaire  responses.   Responses  were  audited,  coded 
and  machine  cards  prepared  for  each  response,  non- 
deliverable  and  non-response  entry. 

e.  Tabulations  of  results.   At  the  end  of  the  survey, 
results  were  tabulated  and  summary  cards  punched  for 
obtaining  estimates. 


-3- 


f.   Estimates.   Completed  estimates  were  prepared  by 
computer  using  an  up-dated  program  for  mail  survey 
estimators. 
Design  and  analysis  characteristics  and  estimates  from  the 
survey  are  presented  under  Job  3  of  this  report. 

4.  Dove  Harvest  Survey 

This  program  is  coordinated  through  Project  FW-2R  and 
jointly  funded  by  Project  W-29R  and  with  supervision  by 
the  Dove  Study  Leader.   Responsibilities  in  data  processing 
for  Project  FJ£~2R  include: 
a.   Preparation  of  the  sample.   Cluster  samples  from 

prescribed  telephone  directories  were  prepared  and 

placed  onto  questionnaire  sheets, 
bo   Tabulation  of  results.   Individual  records  were 

summarized  and  estimates  calculated.   Design  and 

analysis  phases  of  this  survey  are  presented  in  Job  3 

of  this  report. 

I 

5.  State  Combined  Interest  Survey 

Cards  were  punched  from  selected  samples  of  state  resident 
fishing  and  basic  resident  hunting  license  files  and  machine 
runs  made  by  age  categories  and  parish  for  distribution 
analysis.   Because  of  the  increased  workload  imposed  by  the 
Deer  Kill  Survey  and  other  activities,  no  further  investigations 
are  contemplated  for  this  survey  at  this  time. 

6.  Game  Management  Area  Deer  Kill 

This  is  a  service  program  for  which  records  of  deer  killed 
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on  game  management  areas  are  placed  on  punched  cards.   Specific 
tabulations  and/or  calculations  are  presented  on  request. 

7.  Creel  Census 

Activities  of  Project  FW-2R  on  this  program  are  of  a  service 
nature  involving  material  collected  under  Louisiana 
Project  F-7R. 

Source  documents  consisting  of  fish  party  totals  are 
submitted  for  data  processing  at  periodic  intervals,, 
Routine  handling  of  these  data  include  auditing  of  source 
documents  (field  collection  f orms) 9  additional  coding  where 
necessary  and  processing  machine  cards  in  a  multiple  card 
series.   Annually  these  results  are  sequenced,  computer 
checked  for  errors  and  computations  prepared  for  each  body 
of  water  by  month  under  three  major  categories:   Party 
totals 3  Class  of  fish  totals  and  Species  totals, 

8.  Fish  Population  Sampling 

Sampling  activities  using  various  fishing  gear  were  processed 
for  Louisiana  Project  F-8R.   Data  processing  routines  were  of 
the  same  nature  as  the  creel  census  program  described  above. 
For  the  fish  population  sampling  program  additional  work  was 
accomplished  on  processing  back  material,  and  during  the  next 
segment  all  data  collected  will  be  processed  including 
completion  of  reports  for  this  report  period.  , 

9.  Driver  License  Feasibility  Survey 

A  sample  of  8935  drivers  was  selected  from  the  State  Department 
of  Revenue  punch  card  file  to  determine  the  relationship  of 
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driver  license  holders  to  hunters,  fishermen  and  other 
outdoor  recreation  activities.   The  pilot  sample  was 
approximately  VL   of  the  State's  licensed  drivers.   Although 
considerable  time  had  been  allocated  to  this  survey,  no 
conclusions  or  formal  report  had  been  prepared  by  the  prior 
project  leader  who  left  this  agency  for  another  position. 
After  consulting  the  division  supervisors,  it  was  decided 
to  not  pursue  this  survey  at  this  time. 
10.  Other  Programs   (Planning) 

Planning  for  the  contemplated  1967-68  All  Game  Survey  using 
basic  hunting  and  big  game  licenses  for  frames  is  of  major 
significance.   Discussion  and  questionnaire  design  have  been 
started  to  get  the  long  range  plans  into  motion.   Present 
mechanical  survey  procedure  will  be  modified  and  streamlined 
to  facilitate  the  volume  increase  that  this  survey  will 
require.   It  is  planned  to  repeat  this  survey  at  five  year 
intervals.   A  pilot  study  designed  along  these  lines  will  be 
used  for  a  Dove  Kill  Survey  during  the  1966-67  segment.   The 
purposes  will  be  to  secure  names  and  addresses  of  dove  hunters 
for  the  cooperative  regional  dove  telephone  survey  and  also 
to  compare  our  estimates  with  the  regional  results.   The 
sample  size  will  be  1%  (approximately  3,000)  from  which  we 
expect  to  obtain  300  or  more  dove  hunters. 


Prepared  by   Roger  Hunter,  Jr. 


Time  analysis  (expressed  in  man  days)  for  programs  during  FY  1965-66* 


Program 

1.  Banding 

2.  Biloxi  W0  M.  A.  Fisherman  Use  Survey 

3.  Deer  Kill  Survey 

4.  Dove  Harvest  Survey 

5.  State  Combined  Interest  Survey 

6.  G.  M.  A.  Deer  Kill 
7»  Creel  Census 

8.  Fish  Population  Sampling 

9.  Driver  License  Feasibility  Survey 
10.  Other  Programs  (Planning) 


TOTAL 


Total  Time 
(Man  Days) 

107 

57 

580 

110 
69 

10 
87 
51 
81 
22 

1,174 


*Does  not  include  prior  project  leader's  time  or  acting  project 
leader  "s  time  for  designs,  programming,  analysis  or  supervision 
for  the  first  nine  months;  does  not  include  computer  programming 
or  computer  running  time  under  contract  at  other  locations. 


State  of 


Louisiana 


Project  No, 


Job  No. 


Period  Covered; 


FW-2R-7 


Name  I      Research  Design.,  Machine  Compilation 
and  Analysis  of  Data 

Title:   Designs  and  Procedures  for  Processing  Data 


July  1,  1965  through  June  30,  1966 


Abstract: 


Recommendations ; 


Objectives: 


Several  major  programs  including  Creel  Census,  Bird  Banding  and 
Deer  Kill  Survey  were  converted  from  tabulator  to  1004  Univac 
computation  since  November ,  1965.   All  programs  will  be  up-dated 
accordingly  as  needed  through  the  next  segment .   Changes  are  in 
process  to  facilitate  survey  mailing  and  handling  procedures. 
Continuous  form  card  questionnaires  will  be  mailed  in  window 
envelopes  to  reduce  machine  and  clerical  time  required „   This  will 
allow  for  the  increased  mailing  volume  planned. 
1„   Recommendation  is  made  that  certain  detail  job  programming 

become  the  responsibility  of  the  Computer  Programmer  and 

Assistant  Project  Leader  when  employed, 
2o   It  is  recommended  that  this  Job  be  continued  for  the  next 

segment o 
1.   To  determine  the  feasibility  of  using  machine  processing  of 

data  for  studies  as  requested. 
2„   To  determine  a  suitable  processing  system,  if  feasible,  to 

include: 

a.   Field  collection  forms 

ba   Punch  card  design 

c.   Wiring  unit  design 

d„   Computer  program 


e.  Flow  arrangement  for  processing 

f.  Instructions  of  processing. 

3.   To  continue  development  on  any  previously  planned  processing 
system  that  requires  revisions  or  additions. 
Techniques  Used:    1.   For  Feasibility  Studies 

Planning  for  programs  necessitates  detailed  studies  of 
objectives,  data  collection  activities  and  analysis 
desired.   Each  program  requires  its  own  techniques  although 
there  are  generally  certain  routines  acceptable  to  all 
program  design,.   The  amount  of  work  involved  depends  upon 
the  complexity  of  each  phase  of  the  program  and  the  continuancy 
of  the  program.   If  a  program  is  considered  feasible,  the 
detail  programming  to  include  data  collection  forms,  punch 
card  formats  and  basic  processing  procedures  are  developed. 
2.   For  Phase  Instructions 

Any  continuing  program  requires  specific  processing 
instructions  for  each  job  or  phase;  this  includes  written 
programs  for  computer  output.   Program  up-dating  also  falls 
into  this  category.   Each  set  of  instructions  is  given  a 
Job  number  and  a  file  is  maintained  for  each  program. 
Program  folders  are  prepared  for  each  job  and  are  maintained 
for  continuing  programs. 
Work  under  this  Job  was  carried  out  for  every  program  during  the 
report  period.   Primary  consideration  was  given  to  conversion  of 
existing  programs  to  the  1004  Univac  computer  for  more  compre- 
hensive and  faster  results. 


Prepared  by     Roger  Hunter.,  Jr. 
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State  of 


Louisiana 


Project  No. 


Job  No.: 


Period  Covered: 


FW-2R-7 


Name :   Research  Design,  Machine  Compilation 
and  Analysis  of  Data 

Title:   Study  Designs  and  Sampling;  Programs 

July  1,  1965  through  June  30,  1966 


Abstract: 


Recommendations : 


Objectives: 


Techniques  Used: 


Planning  and  operations  were  carried  out  for  the  following  surveys 
during  the  segment:   Biloxi  Wildlife  Management  Area  Fishermen 
Use;,  Deer  Kills  Dove  Harvest,  State  Combined  Interest  and  Driver's 
License  Feasibility.   Planning  was  begun  on  an  all  game  survey 
to  be  conducted  for  the  1967-68  season.   An  all  game  survey  is 
contemplated  to  be  conducted  at  five  year  intervals. 
It  is  recommended  that  this  Job  be  continued  for  the  next 
segment . 

1.  To  aid  project  and  study  leaders,  at  their  request,  in 
study  designs. 

2.  To  develop,  coordinate,  and  supervise  survey  and  sampling 
programs  as  requested. 

Under  this  section  designs  and  estimators  will  be  discussed  for 
each  program: 

1.  Biloxi  Wildlife  Management  Area  Fishermen  Use  Survey 
General.   Preliminary  planning  for  this  survey  was  carried 
out  previously  and  reported  on  in  the  1963-64  Annual  Report. 
During  the  present  segment,  the  final  report  was  accomplished 
under  the  supervision  of  Project  F-8R  biologists. 

2.  Deer  Kill  Survey  e 

General.   A  mail  survey  was  used  to  estimate  deer  kill  during 
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the  1964-65  hunting  season.   Background  for  this  survey  was 
reported  on  in  previous  reports  and  the  Annual  Report  for 
Project  FW~2R-5»   For  the  season  covered  in  the  present 
Report j  the  deer  kill  survey  was  again  conducted  using  mailed 
questionnaires . 

Design  and  Estimators.   The  general  design  and  estimators  for 
the  1965=66  deer  kill  survey  were  similar  to  the  previous 
season.   Rather  than  divide  the  state  into  six  areas,  it  was 
decided  to  sample  each  parish  and  the  sample  size  was 
determined  for  each  parish  proportionally  to  the  number  of 
licenses  sold. 

Parish  sampling  fractions  ran  from  10%  to  60%  except  in 
Cameron  Parish  which  was  sampled  100%.   Larger  sampling 
fractions  were  required  because  of  the  smaller  division  units. 
Item  of  interest  totals  were  calculated  on  a  parish  break- 
down and  these  summarized  for  State  estimates.   The  computer 
program  originally  set  up  for  the  1963-64  survey  was  modified 
to  calculate  total  estimates  (T)  for  each  parish  and  punched 
card  outputs  were  used  to  summarize  for  State  totals. 
3.  Dove  Harvest  Survey 

General.   The  telephone  subscriber  frame  was  again  used  to 
estimate  dove  kill  during  the  three  segments  of  the  1965-66 
hunting  season.   For  discussion  of  the  sampling  design  and 
estimators  see  the  Annual  Report  for  FW-2R-5. 
Designs  and  Estimators.   For  the  1965-66  survey.   All 
telephoning  was  done  through  a  Wats  line  service  originating 
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at  the  Project  office.   One  telephone  interviewer  was  hired 
to  place  the  calls  and  record  answers.   General  procedure 
was  the  same  as  reported  for  FW-2R-6  (1964=65). 

4.  State  Combined  Interest  Survey 

State  hunting  and  fishing  license  frames  were  sampled  and 
runs  prepared  by  age  categories  for  hunters  and  fishermen. 
However s  no  questionnaires  were  mailed  and  no  extrapolation 
of  results  is  planned  at  this  time.   Certain  related  infor- 
mation will  be  obtained  concerning  hunting  activities  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  planned  1967-68  all  game  survey.   Additional 
study  will  be  required  to  clarify  and  define  the  objectives 
of  this  survey  if  the  Commission's  fish  and  game  supervisors 
wish  to  continue  this  survey. 

5.  Driver's  License  Feasibility  Survey 

This  project  was  begun  by  selecting  a  1%  sample  of  drivers 
licenses  on  a  parish  basis  for  comparison  with  known  hunting 
and  fishing  license  scales.   Each  parish  was  divided  into  ten 
sub-samples  and  8S935  questionnaires  were  mailed.   There  were 
4p712  responses,  3S683  non-responses  and  540  non-contactables. 
Apparently  the  results  of  the  survey  were  inconclusive  and  no 
formal  report  was  prepared  by  the  former  project  leader. 
Under  this  section  results  of  survey  operations  will  be  presented 
for  each  program  completed  during  the  fiscal: 
1.   Biloxi  Wildlife  Management  Area  Fishermen  Use  Survey 

Although  the  operations  had  been  completed  in  August  of  1964, 
tabulation  of  estimates  were  not  completed  until  this  fiscal 
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because  of  workload  commitments.   (Report  submitted  January  1966) 
2„   Deer  Kill  Survey 

The  1965-66  Deer  Kill  Survey  preliminary  report  is  attached. 

A  brochure  to  be  prepared  from  this  information  is  planned 

for  public  distribution. 
3.  Dove  Harvest  Survey 

Estimates  for  the  1964-65  dove  harvest  survey  are  attached. 

Estimates  on  a  District  basis  were  not  designed  to  give  an 

efficient  level  of  accuracy  for  presentation. 


Prepared  by:     Roger  Hunter,  Jr. 


-13- 


1965-66  Deer  Kill  Survey 
Summary  of  Estimates 


Combined  parish  results  of  the  survey  estimates  are  as  follows: 


Licenses  and  Permits--All  Parishes 


95%  Confi 

dence 

90%  Confi 

dence 

80%  Confi 

ience 

Item 

Estimate 

Variation 

% 

Variation 

% 

Variation 

% 

Hunters 

97,758 

± 

854 

o9 

+ 
713 

.7 

+ 

555 

.6 

Days  Hunted 

766,508 

16,610 

2.2 

13,870 

1.8 

10,797 

1.4 

Bucks  Killed 

23,508 

1,323 

6o5 

1,047 

4.7 

860 

3.7 

Does  Killed 

2,222 

371 

16o7 

309 

13.9 

241 

10.8 

Hunters  Killing: 

0  Deer 

78,841 

1,074 

1.4 

896 

1.1 

698 

.9 

1_  Deer 

13,706 

732 

5.3 

611 

4.5 

476 

3.5 

2_  Deer 

3,899 

469 

12.0 

391 

10.0 

305 

7.8 

3_  Deer 

1,447 

261 

18.0 

218 

15.1 

170 

11.7 

Total  Kill 

25,765 

1,419 

5.5 

1,185 

4.6 

923 

3.6 

Li 

cense  Only-All  Par 

ishes 

95%  Confidence 

90%  Confi 

ience 

80%  Confidence 

Item 

Estimate 

Variation 

% 

Variation 

% 

Variation 

% 

+ 

+ 

+ 

Hunters 

76,282 

533 

.7 

445 

.6 

346 

.5 

Days  Hunted 

598,354 

13,825 

2.3 

11,544 

1.9 

8,986 

1.5 

Bucks  Killed 

20,022 

1,156 

5.8 

965 

4.8 

751 

3.8 

Does  Killed 

1,895 

338 

17.8 

282 

14.9 

219 

11.6 

Hunters  Killing: 

0  Deer 

60,281 

756 

1.3 

631 

1.0 

492 

.8 

1  Deer 

11,288 

607 

5.4 

507 

4.5 

395 

3.5 

2  Deer 

3,341 

413 

12.4 

345 

10.3 

269 

8.0 

3  Deer 

1,275 

240 

18.8 

200 

15.7 

156 

12.2 

Total  Kill 

21,945 

1,244 

5.7 

1,039 

4.7 

808 

3.7 
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Summary  of  Estimates  (cont  *d) 

Permits  Only--All  Parishes 


95%  Confi 

dence 

90%  Confi 

dence 

80%  Confi 

dence 

Item 

Estimate 

Variation 

% 

Variation 

% 

Variation 

% 

Hunters 

21,476 

+ 
668 

3.1 

+ 
558 

2.6 

+ 
434 

2.0 

Days  Hunted 

168,154 

9,207 

5o5 

7,688 

4.6 

5,984 

3.6 

Bucks  Killed 

3,486 

644 

18.5 

538 

15.4 

418 

12.0 

Does  Killed 

327 

153 

46.8 

128 

39.1 

99 

30.4 

Hunters  Killing: 

0  Deer 

18,560 

762 

4.1 

636 

3.4 

495 

2.7 

1_  Deer 

2,418 

409 

16.9 

341 

14.1 

266 

11.0 

2_  Deer 

558 

221 

39.5 

184 

33.0 

143 

25.7 

3_  Deer 

172 

103 

59.9 

86 

50.0 

67 

38.9 

Total  Kill 

3,820 

684 

17.9 

571 

14.9 

444 

11.6 

Obviously,  all  of  these  estimates  cannot  be  released  to  the  public  because 
of  the  differences  in  the  final  results  using  single  items  or  combined  items. 
However,  all  approaches  produce  relatively  the  same  final  figure  and  each  serves 
as  a  check  on  the  other  estimates.   For  example,  the  number  of  hunters  shown  in 
the  first  table  can  also  be  arrived  at  by  adding  the  number  of  hunters  killing 
none,  one,  two  and  three  deer.   This  indicates  that  there  were  97,893  hunters  as 
opposed  to  97,758  shown  by  the  first  item.   Therefore,  I  suggest  that  the 
following  information  would  be  more  desirable  for  public  information; 


Number  of  hunters:  97,758 
Days  hunted:  766,508 
Does  Killed:  2,222 
%  of  hunters  killing  no  deer; 


80.5 


%  of  hunters  killing  one  deer:  14.0 
%  of  hunters  killing  two  deer:  4.0 
%  of  hunters  killing  three  deer:    1.5 


Total  deer  killed: 


25,730 


Average  days  per  hunter:  7.8 

Bucks  killed:   23,508;    %  Bucks:    91 
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1965-66  Deer  Kill  £ 

>urvey 

Parish  information  derived   is   as  follows i 

Comb 

ined   Licenses   and   P< 

srmits   by  Parish 

PARISH 

1                           DEER 

No.    of 
Hunters 

Days 

Hunced 

Days   Per 
Hunter 

Kill  Within  1 

!          Parish       : 

State  Wide   Kill   Bv 

Parish 

Efforts 

Total i  Doe    1    Buck 

%   Buck 

Per    Kill 

Acadia 

° 

27          5               22 

81 

237 

1,084 

4.6 

40.1 

Allen 

271       | 

294       48            246 

84 

1,747 

13,264 

7.6 

45.1 

Ascension 

57       i 

136         3   1        133 

98 

605 

4,715 

7.8 

34.7 

Assumption 

201 

111         0           111 

100 

202 

2,248 

11.1 

20.3 

Avoyelles 

308 

316        13 

303 

96 

1,282 

12,129 

9.5 

38.4 

Beauregard 

117 

226 

48 

178 

79 

1,282 

8,117 

6.3 

35.9 

Bienville 

612 

281 

0 

281 

100 

1,376 

11,606 

8,4 

41.3 

Bossier 

570 

404 

51 

353 

87 

2,118 

16,164 

7o6 

40.0 

Caddo 

224       1 

1,304     183 

1,121 

86 

7,202 

47,834 

6.6 

36.7 

Calcasieu              \ 

60 

299       23 

276 

92 

3,005 

17,089 

5.7 

57.2 

Caldwell                 ! 

879       ■ 

427          5 

422 

99 

1,666 

15,109 

9,1 

35.4 

Cameron 

29 

33 

1 

32 

97 

104 

277 

2.7 

8.4 

Catahoula 

211       1! 

479 

3 

476 

99 

1,534 

14,896 

9.7 

31.1 

Claiborne 

313 

291 

0 

291 

100 

1,246 

9,251 

7.4 

31.8 

Concordia 

1,343       | 

898 

36 

862 

96 

2,459 

22,376 

9.1 

24.9 

DeSoto 

357        ! 

205]        3 

202 

99 

1,086 

9,141 

8.4 

44.6 

E„   Baton  Rouge 

40       | 

599       62            537 

90 

2,960 

18,042 

6.1 

30.1 

E„   Carroll 

1,051       j 

675          9            666 

99 

1,271 

12,126 

9.5 

18.0 

E.  Feliciana 

14 

12          0 

12 

100 

202 

1,130 

5.6 

94.2 

Evangeline 

179 

320 

39 

281 

88 

1,054 

8,696 

8.3 

27.2 

Franklin 

371       | 

1,647 

217 

1,430 

87 

2,841 

24,919 

8.8 

15.1 

Grant 

731 

407       36            371 

91 

1,924 

18,784 

9.8 

46.2 

Iberia 

147       | 

170          11         169 

99 

330 

2,285 

6.9 

13.4 
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Combined  Licenses  and  Permits  by_  Parish  (cont'd) 

PARISH    i 

DEER  KILL 

RESULTS 

No.  of 
Hunters 

Days 
Hunted 

Days  Per 

Hunter 

j 

Kill  Within 
Parish 

State 

Wide  1 

Kill  By 

Parish 

Efforts 

Total 

Doe 

Buck 

7a   Buck 

Per  Kill 

Iberville 

331 

191 

6 

185 

97 

734 

7,864 

10.7 

41.2 

Jackson 

651 

561 

25 

536 

96 

1,903 

16,888 

8.9 

30.1 

Jefferson 

18 

257 

58 

199 

77 

766 

5,168 

6.7 

20.1 

Jeff  Davis 

5 

63 

2 

61 

97 

422 

2,506 

5.9 

39.8 

Lafayette    ! 

0 

143 

15 

128 

90 

619 

2,480 

4.0 

17.3 

Lafourche 

153 

168 

4 

164 

98 

376 

2,933 

7.8 

17.5 

LaSalle 

229 

433 

21 

412 

95 

1,420 

11,673 

8.2 

27.0 

Lincoln 

165 

421 

22 

399 

95 

1,958 

12,749 

6.5 

30.3 

Livingston 

162 

469 

8 

461 

98 

1,571 

12,319 

7.8 

26.3 

Madison 

3,210 

1,080 

102 

978 

91 

1,494 

12,402 

8.3 

11.5 

Morehouse 

897 

778 

21 

757 

97 

3,786 

37,127 

9.8 

47.7 

Natchitoches 

757 

628 

70 

558 

89 

2,251 

19,898 

8.8 

31.7 

Orleans 

0 

194 

31 

163 

84 

929 

5,041 

5.4 

26.0 

Ouachita 

497 

2,339 

189 

2,150 

92 

9,488 

69,582 

7.3 

29.7 

Plaquemines 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Pt .  Coupee 

434 

230 

3 

227 

99 

830 

11,540 

13.9 

50.2 

Rapides 

596 

1,093 

197 

896 

82 

5,907 

41,473 

7.0 

37.9 

Red  River 

128 

187 

36 

151 

81 

746 

6,931 

9.3 

37.1 

Richland 

322 

1,036 

197 

839 

81 

2,569 

18,940 

7.4 

18.3 

Sabine 

301 

293 

0 

293 

100 

1,738 

15,132 

8.7 

51.6 

St .  Bernard 

0 

19 

4 

15 

79 

94 

362 

3.9 

19.1 

St.  Charles 

123 

70 

4 

66 

94 

258 

1,793 

6.9 

25.6 

St.  Helena 

96 

17 

0 

17 

100 

310 

1,740 

5.6 

102.4 
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Combined  Licenses  and  Permits  by  Parish  (cont 'd) 

PARISH 

DEER  KILL 

RESULTS 

No.  of 
Hunters 

Days 

Hunted 

Days  Per 

Hunter 

Kill  Within 
Parish 

State 

Wide  Kill  By 

Parish 

Efforts 

Total 

Doe 

Buck 

%   Buck 

Per  Kill 

St.  James 

98 

62 

0 

62 

100 

198 

2,014 

10.2 

32.5 

St.  John 

166 

55 

2 

53 

96 

160 

1,120 

7.0 

20.4 

St .  Landry 

|       135 

392 

25 

367 

94 

1,504 

12,761 

8.5 

32.6 

St.  Martin 

;      76 

38 

6 

32 

84 

158 

1,369 

8.7 

36.0 

St.  Mary 

|       214 

346 

12 

334 

97 

629 

4,082 

6.5 

11.8 

St.  Tammany 

193 

168 

15 

153 

91 

799 

5,133 

6.4 

30.6 

Tangipahoa 

|       206 

290 

14 

276 

95 

986 

6,441 

6.5 

22.2 

Tensas 

j     3,759 

706 

16 

690 

98 

1,266 

13,739 

10.9 

19.5 

Terrebonne 

|       117 

98 

4 

94 

96 

338 

2,533 

7.5 

25.8 

Union 

1,088 

720 

39 

681 

95 

2,559 

22,930 

9.0 

31.8 

Vermilion 

i       18° 

87 

0 

87 

100 

197 

855 

4.3 

9.8 

Vernon 

i       631 

564 

127 

437 

77 

3,193 

22,072 

6.9 

39.1 

Washington 

127 

151 

0 

151 

100 

1,127 

7,316 

6.5 

48.5 

Webster 

;      353 

374 

20 

354 

95 

2,387 

17,317 

7.3 

46.3 

W.  Baton  Rouge 

I       55 

96 

0 

96 

100 

318 

3,481 

10.9 

36.3 

W.  Carroll 

!          57 

744 

105 

639 

86 

2,192 

19,363 

8.8 

26.0 

W.  Feliciana 

108 

55 

0 

55 

100 

176 

1,217 

6.9 

22.1 

Winn 

770 

553 

36 

517 

93 

1,669 

14,942 

9.0 

27.0 

Unknown 

|       237 

TOTALS 

|    25,730 

25,730 

2,222 

23,508 

91 

97,758 

766,508 

7.84 

29.8 

The  above  listed  parish  information  was  taken  from  the  combined  license  and  permit 

estimates.   The  influence  of  hurricane  "Betsy"  on  the  1965=66  deer  season  is  evidenced 

by  the  poor  showing  of  the  hard-hit  parishes  such  as  Jefferson,  Plaquemines,  St.  Bernard, 
Orleans  and  probably  others  to  a  lesser  degree. 
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1965-66  Deer  Kill  Survey 
Sample  Size  and  Questionnaire  Response  Results 


Total  Big  Game  License  sales  for  the  1965-66  season  were  82,505  as 
compared  to  90,000  estimated  and  permits  totaled  28,587  with  an  estimated 
30,000  issue.   The  combined  license  sales  and  permit  issue  was  111,092 
which  was  8,908  short  of  the  estimated  120,000. 

Questionnaires  mailed  totaled  18,201  which  included  1,020  non- 
contactables.   Therefore,  the  effective  survey  sample  size  was  17,181. 
Of  the  effective  sample  size,  there  were  13,735  responses  and  3,446 
non-responses.   Approximately  20%  of  the  non-response  group  has  been 
field  or  telephone  contacted  and  the  information  received  from  this  group 
will  be  compared  with  the  survey  estimates. 

The  following  "Notice  of  Purchase"  and  "Notice  of  Issue"  tables  show 
the  sampling  scheme  and  questionnaire  response  results. 
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NOTICE  OF  PURCHASE 
BIG  GAME  LICENSES 
1965-66  Hunting  Season 


I 

Estimated 

Parish 

Number  of 

Sample 

Non- 

Sampling 

Sampling 

of  Purchase 

License  Sold 

Total 

Mailable 

Total 

Rate 

Total 

Acadia 

218 

107 

1 

108 

50% 

109 

Allen 

1,310 

197 

6 

203 

15% 

197 

Ascension 

566 

239 

4 

243 

40% 

226 

Assumption 

209 

127 

3 

130 

60% 

125 

Avoyelles 

1,095 

272 

1 

273 

25% 

274 

Beauregard 

1,074 

214 

4 

218 

20% 

215 

Bienville 

1,000 

242 

4 

246 

25% 

250 

Bossier 

1,946 

192 

1 

193 

10% 

195 

Caddo 

6,631 

651 

18 

669 

10% 

663 

Calcasieu 

2,599 

257 

1 

258 

10% 

260 

Caldwell 

1,189 

220 

11 

231 

20% 

238 

Cameron 

109 

108 

1 

109 

100% 

109 

Catahoula 

1,143 

227 

4 

231 

20% 

229 

Claiborne 

960 

242 

4 

246 

25% 

240 

Concordia 

2,059 

193 

6 

199 

10% 

206 

DeSoto 

926 

238 

0 

238 

25% 

232 

E.  Baton  Rouge 

23697 

287 

0 

287 

10% 

270 

E.  Carroll 

1,015 

203 

4 

207 

20% 

203 

E.  Feliciana 

198 

97 

2 

99 

50% 

99 

Evangeline 

848 

172 

0 

172 

20% 

170 

Franklin 

2S286 

219 

1 

220 

10% 

229 
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Notice  of  Purchase  (cont 'd) 


Parish 
of  Purchase 


Number  of 
License  Sold 


Sample 
Total 


Non- 
Mailable 


Total 


Sampling 
Rate 


Grant 

Iberia 

Iberville 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Jeff  Davis 

Lafayette 

Lafourche 

LaSalle 

Lincoln 

Livingston 

Madison 

Morehouse 

Natchitoches 

Orleans 

Ouachita 

Plaquemines 

Pointe  Coupee 

Rapides 

Red  River 

Richland 

Sabine 

St  o   Bernard 


1,330 

346 

615 

1,606 

840 

385 

660 

391 

1,396 

1,540 

1,400 

1,280 

3,009 

1,763 

1,094 

7,821 

610 
4,916 

574 
2,065 
1,377 

121 


261 
121 
224 
228 
209 
154 
206 
170 
209 
209 
278 
175 
259 
224 
215 
773 

182 
472 
172 
190 
195 
58 


20 
3 

6 
1 
0 

2 

2 
0 

20 
5 

24 
39 
30 

2 


2 
26 
0 
8 
7 
0 


269 
141 
227 
234 
210 
154 
208 
172 
209 
229 
283 
199 
298 
254 
217 
781 

184 
498 
172 
198 
202 
58 


20% 
45% 
35% 
15% 
25% 
40% 
30% 
45% 
15% 
15% 
20% 
15% 
10% 
15% 
20% 
10% 
60% 
30% 
10% 
30% 
10% 
15% 
55% 
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Notice  of 

Purchase  (cont  'd) 

Parish 

of  Purchase 

i     Number  of 
License  Sold 

Sample 
Total 

Non- 
Mailable 

Total 

1 

Sampling 
Rate 

Estimated 
Sampling 
Total 

St.  Charles 

288 

143 

1 

144 

50% 

144 

St.  Helena 

244 

137 

1 

138 

55% 

134 

St.  James 

209 

'     101 

0 

101 

507= 

105 

St.  John 

!       172 

;         112 

5 

117 

65% 

112 

St .  Landry 

i      1,415 

1     217 

8 

225 

15% 

212 

St.  Martin 

j       164 

104 

0 

104 

60% 

98 

St.  Mary 

1       675 

193 

3 

196 

30% 

203 

St .  Tammany     j 

733 

212 

6 

218 

30% 

220 

Tangipahoa      j 

976 

253 

0 

253 

25% 

244 

Tensas 

961 

191 

7 

198 

20% 

192 

Terrebonne 

324 

163 

0 

163 

50% 

162 

Union 

1,858 

276 

3 

279 

15% 

279 

Vermilion 

236 

143 

0 

143 

55% 

130 

Vernon 

25592 

247 

7 

254 

10% 

259 

Washington 

934 

245 

6 

251 

25% 

234 

Webster 

1,865 

263 

18 

281 

15% 

280 

W.  Baton  Rouge 

333     j 

120 

1 

121 

35% 

117 

W„  Carroll     j 

1,892     | 

266 

5 

271 

15% 

284 

W.  Feliciana 

168 

84 

0 

84 

50% 

84 

Winn 

1,249 

251 

4 

255 

20% 

250 

TOTALS       ) 

82,505 

13 , 609 

364 

13,973 

13,904 

1 
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Licenses 


Questionnaires  Mailed 
Less  Non-Contactables 
Effective  Sample   Size 


13,609 

708 

12a90i 


Responses 
Non-Responses 
Effective  Sample  Size 


10,307 

2,594 
12,901 


NOTICE  OF  ISSUE 
BIG  GAME  PERMITS 
1965~66  Hunting  Season 

Parish 
of  Issue 

!     Number  of 
;    Permits  Issued 

;  Sample  |    Non- 
Total  j  Mailable 

Total 

Sampling 
Rate 

Estimated 

Sampling 

Total 

Acadia 

48 

:    24 

0 

24 

50% 

24 

Allen 

:        607 

i    92    '    2 

94 

15% 

91 

Ascension 

i        110 

46        0 

46 

40% 

44 

Assumption 

i         37 

25        0 

25 

60% 

22 

Avoyelles 

j        400 

109    i    2 

111 

25% 

100 

Beauregard 

i        449 

i    S3        2 

85 

20% 

90 

Bienville 

|        558 

151 

1 

152 

25% 

140 

Bossier 

475 

44 

3 

47 

10% 

48 

Caddo 

1,217 

111        3 

114 

10% 

122 

Calcasieu 

j        695 

67 

0 

67 

10% 

70 

Caldwell 

1        684 

136 

0 

136 

20% 

137 

Cameron 

:         26 

26 

0 

26 

100% 

26 

Catahoula 

|        500 

!i   105 

2 

107 

20% 

100 

Claiborne 

1        539 

120 

4 

124 

25% 

135 
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Notice   of    Issue    (cont'd) 


Estimated 

Parish 

Number   of 

Sample 

Non- 

Sampling 

Sampling 

of   Issue 

Permits    Issued 

Total 

Mai  lab  le 

Total 

Rate 

Total 

Concordia 

643 

66 

1 

67 

107 

64 

DeSoto 

377 

103 

0 

103 

25% 

94 

E„   Baton  Rouge 

727 

72 

0 

72 

107, 

73 

E.    Carroll 

441 

90 

1 

91 

20% 

88 

E.  Feliciana 

77 

39 

0 

39 

507o 

39 

Evangeline            ; 

368 

73 

0 

73 

207 

74 

Franklin 

1*083 

99 

3 

102 

107o 

108 

Grant 

835 

174 

0 

174 

207o 

167 

Iberia 

75 

37 

0 

37 

457, 

34 

Iberville 

267 

107 

1 

108 

357 

93 

Jackson 

628 

101 

0 

101 

157 

94 

Jefferson 

111 

17 

0 

17 

257 

28 

Jeff  Davis 

83 

36 

0 

36 

407 

33 

Lafayette 

63 

24 

0 

24 

307 

19 

Lafourche 

40 

13 

1 

14 

457 

18 

LaSalle 

239 

35 

1 

36 

157 

36 

Lincoln 

587 

71 

18 

89 

157 

88 

Livingston 

497 

93 

2 

95 

207 

99 

Madison 

386 

58 

4 

62 

157 

58 

Morehouse 

I              1,168 

88 

29 

117 

107 

117 

Natchitoches 

818 

104 

11 

115 

157 

123 

Orleans 

i                  170 

26 

1 

27 

207 

34 

-24- 


Notice   of   Issue    (cont'd) 


Estimated 

Parish 

Number  of 

Sample 

Non- 

Sampling 

Sampling 

of  Issue 

Permits  Issued 

Total 

Mailable 

Total 

Rate 

Total 

Ouachita 

2,360 

224 

3 

227 

10% 

236 

Plaquemines 

0 

0 

0 

0 

607o 

0 

Pointe  Coupee 

1      302 

89 

0 

89 

30% 

91 

Rapides 

I           1,682 

142 

11 

153 

10% 

168 

Red  River 

298 

88 

0 

88 

30% 

89 

Richland       ! 

910 

95 

2 

97 

10% 

91 

Sabine 

587 

86 

2 

88 

15% 

88 

St.  Bernard 

2 

2 

0 

2 

55% 

1 

St.  Charles 

5 

2 

0 

2 

50% 

3 

St.  Helena 

153 

78 

0 

78 

55% 

84 

St.  James 

19 

10 

0 

10 

50% 

10 

St.  John 

13 

12 

0 

12 

65% 

8 

St .  Landry 

385 

58 

4 

62 

15% 

58 

St.  Martin 

37 

29 

0 

29 

60% 

22 

St.  Mary 

143 

37 

1 

38 

30% 

43 

St.  Tammany 

\               193 

60 

1 

61 

30% 

58 

Tangipahoa 

116 

32 

0 

32 

25% 

29 

Tensas 

527 

95 

0 

95 

20% 

105 

Terrebonne 

65 

33 

0 

33 

50% 

33 

Union 

973 

149 

2 

151 

15% 

146 

Vermilion 

53 

24 

0 

24 

55% 

29 

Vernon 

826 

83 

0 

83 

10% 

83 
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Notice    of    Issue    (cont'd) 


Parish 
of   Issue 

Number    of 
Permits    Issued 

Sample 
Total 

Non- 
Mail  able 

Total 

Sampling 
Rate 

Estimated 

Sampling 

Total 

Washington 

352 

70 

4 

74 

25% 

88 

Webster 

1,002 

137 

11 

148 

15% 

150 

W.   Baton  Rouge 

88 

28 

0 

28 

357o 

31 

W.  Carroll 

700 

104 

1 

105 

15% 

105 

W.  Feliciana 

41 

20 

0 

20 

50% 

21 

Winn 

727 

140 

1 

141 

20% 

145 

TOTALS 

28s587 

4,592 

135 

4,727 

4,845 

Permits 

Questionnaires  Mailed 

4,592 

Less   Non-Contactables 

312 

Effective   Sample   Size 

4,280 

Responses 

3,428 

Non-Responses 

852 

Effective   Sample  Size 

4,280 
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Dove  Harvest  Survey 
State  estimates  for  the  1965-66  three-way  split  season* 


Item  of  Interest 

1st  Segment 

2nd  Segment. 

3rd  Segment 

Number  of  hunters 

44 3 500 

69,200 

46,200 

Number  of  trips 

106 g 900 

208s600 

148,000 

Kill 

4073800 

731,500 

5483600 

Kill/Trip 

3.81 

3o51 

3.71 

Trip/Hunter 

2.40 

3.01 

3.20 

Kill/Hunter 

9.16 

10.57 

11.87 

^Program  in  cooperation  with  Project  W-29R 
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UL 


State  of 


Louisiana. 


Project  No„;    PW°2R° 


Job  No.s 


Period  Covered: 


Name ;   Research  Design^  Machine  Compilation 
and  Analysis  of  Data 

Titles   Southeasteri]  Cooperative  Fish  and 
Game  Statistics  Project 

July  13  1965  through  June  30,  1966 


Abstract: 


Recommendations ; 


Objectives: 


Techniques  Used: 


Project  F¥-=2R  Project  leader  served  as  Louisiana's  representative 
to  the  Cooperative  Project. ,  presented  statistical  problems  to 
the  Cooperative  Project  and  served  as  a  member  of  the  Steering 
Committee  of  the  Cooperative  Project. 

It  is  recommended  that  Louisiana  continues  to  participate  in 
the  Cooperative  Statistics  Project. 

1,  To  coordinate  with,  assist  and/or  advise  project  and 
study  leaders  of  fish  and  game  research  work  applicable  for 
presentation  to  the  Institute  of  Statistics  under  the 
consulting  phase  of  the  project . 

2.  To  present  material  to  the  Cooperative  Project  for  design 
and /or  ana ly s i s 0 

3,  To  cooperate,  with  the  Statistical  Project  in  field  testing 
of  theoretical  research  results. 

4.  To  represent  Louisiana  in  the  policy  and  work  plan  of  the 
Cooperative  Study. 

Through  correspondence 9   visitations  and  telephone  communications , 
problems  in  the  area  of  program  design  and  analysis  were 
presented  to  the  professional  statistician  for  solution  solving 
and  recommendations.   The  Project  was  especially  valuable  in 
the  area  of  survey  design  and  estimator  development.   Aid  was 
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solicited  under  the  following  programs 

lo   Biloxi  Survey 

2„   Deer  Kill  Survey 

3c   Dove  Harvest  Survey 

4„   Driver  License  Feasibility  Survey. 


Prepared  by; 


Roger  Hunter.,  Jr. 
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State  of  Louisiana. 

Project  No0;  FW°2R-7 Name:   Research  Design.,  Machine  Compilation 

and  Analysis  of  Data 

Job  No.; 5 Title;   Analyses  and  Reports 

Period  Covered:   ___^__ July  1,  1965  through  June  30,  1956 

Abstract:  The  required  Federal  Aid  Annual  Report  was  prepared.   Numerous 

interim  reports  of  estimates  and  decisions  were  prepared. 
Annual  Bird  Banding  and  Creel  Census  Reports  are  attached „ 

Recommendations:    It  is  recommended  that  the  Job  be  continued. 

Objectives:        1.   To  aid  in  or  perform  necessary  analyses  of  specified  data. 

2.   To  report  on  processed  data  within  the  responsibility  of 

the  Project. 

Techniques  Used 
and  Findings:     Program  files  are  edited  and  placed  into  logical  sequences, 

report  outlines  are  prepared ,  draft  copies  worked  and  corrected 

for  final  reports. 


Prepared  by:  Roger  Hunter,  Jr, 
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Record  of  Birds  Banded  and  Retrapped  by  Species 
and  Banding  Location  during  FY  65-66 


Species 
Mallards 


Mottled  Duck; 


Blue -Winged  Teal; 


Pintail: 


;• 


Wood  Ducks 


Lesser  Scaups 


Ring-Necked  Duck: 


Lesser  Snow  Goose: 


Blue  Goose; 


Canada  Goose; 


Banding;  Location 

Rockefeller  Refuge -Gamer on  Parish 
Catahoula  Lake-Rapides  Parish 

Total  Mallard 

Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 

Total  Mottled  Duck 

Black  Lake-Natchitoches  Parish 
Rockefeller  Refuge -Cameron  Parish 
Gibbst own-Cameron  Parish 
Enston-Evangeline  Parish 
Catahoula  Lake-Eapides  Parish 

Total  Blue -Winged  Teal 

Rockefeller  Refuge -Cameron  Parish 
Catahoula  Lake -Rapides  Parish 

Total  Pintail 

Black  Lake-Natchitoches  Parish 
Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 

Total  Wood  Duck 
Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 

Total  Lesser  Scaup 

Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 
Catahoula  Lake-Rapides  Parish 

Total  Ring-Necked  Duck 
Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 

Total  Lesser  Snow  Goose 
Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 

Total  Blue  Goose 
Rockefeller  Refuge -Cameron  Parish 

Total  Canada  Goose 
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Banded 

Ret 

rapped 

1 

3_ 

4 

138 

138 

67 

235 

16 

143 

1 

1 

203 

649 

12 
10 

22 


17 


1 

10 

11 

1105 

118 

1105 

118 

3 

15 

18 

_  1 

1 

41 

2 

41 

2 

1 

1 

Record  of  Birds  Banded  and  Retrapped  by  Species 
and  Banding  Location  during  FY  65-66  (cont'd) 


Species 
Fulvous  Tree  Duck: 

King  Rail: 

American  Coot; 

Mourning  Dove: 


Banding  Location 
Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 

Total  Fulvous  Tree  Duck 
Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 

Total  King  Rail 
Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 

Total  American  Coot 

Bernice-Union  Parish 
BelTwood-Natchitoches  Parish 
Columbia-Caldwell  Parish 
Bellevue-Bossier  Parish 
DeQuincy-Calcasieu  Parish 
Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 
Bodcau  WoM«,A„  -Bossier  Parish 
Camp  Claiborne-Rapides  Parish 
DeRidder-Beauregard  Parish 
Newellton-Tensas  Parish 
Fort  Polk=Vernon  Parish 
New  Iberia-Iberia  Parish 
Juanica-Beauregard  Parish 
Tallulah -Madison  Parish 
Moore  Ranch-Cameron  Parish 
Monroe-Ouachita  Parish 
Wisner-Franklin  Parish 
Oretta-Beauregard  Parish 
Rosepine -Vernon  Parish 
Singer-Beauregard  Parish 

Total  Mourning  Dove 


Banded 
35 
35 

1 


Retrapped 


387 

6 

387 

6 

61 

8 

68 

5 

9 

7 

14 

13 

245 

59 

217 

198 

223 

35 

3 

19 

91 

13 

15 

1 

50 

68 

4 

121 

7 

28 

10 

67 

9 

12 



1341 

339 

Total-All  Species 


3754 


482 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  65-66  of  birds 
banded  by  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission., 


Species 
Mallard 


Louisiana  Location  of  Banding 
Coulee  G0M0A0 "Morehouse  Parish 


Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 
Catahoula  Lake-  Rapides  Parish 

Total  Mallard 
Collins ton -Morehouse  Parish 
Rockefeller  Refuge -Cameron  Parish 

Total  Mottled  Duck 


Blue-Winged  Teal  Black  Lake-Natchitoches  Parish 

Rockefeller  Refuge -Cameron  Parish 


No.  of 
State  of  Recovery   Recoveries 


Mottled  Duck 


Pintail 


Wood  Duck 


Gibb st own -Cameron  Parish 
Catahoula  Lake-Rapides  Parish 

Total  Blue-Winged  Teal 
Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 
Catahoula  Lake-Rapides  Parish 

Total  Pintail 
Black  Bayou  Lake-Ouachita  Parish 
Newlight -Tensas  Parish 
Kepler  Lake -Bienville  Parish 
Point  Pleasant-Morehouse  Parish 

Total  Wood  Duck 


Alberta 

1 

Kansas 

1 

Manitoba 

1 

North  Dakota 

1 

North  Dakota 

1 

New  York 

1 

6 

Louisiana 

1 

Louisiana 

10 

Texas 

1 

12 

Louisiana 

4 

Colombia 

1 

Colorado 

1 

Iowa 

1 

Jamaica 

1 

Louisiana 

4 

Louisiana 

4 

Louisiana 

3 

19 

Texas 

1 

Louisiana 

1 

2 

Louisiana 

1 

Mississippi 

1 

Louisiana 

1 

Arkansas 

1 

Louisiana 

1 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  65-66  of  birds 
banded  by  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission  (cont'd). 


Species         Louisiana.  Location  of  Banding 
Lesser  Scaup      Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 


No.  of 
State  o£  Recovery  Recoveries 


Total  Lesser  Scaup 
American  Coot     Rockefeller  Ref uge-Cameron  Parish 

Total  American  Coot 
American  Woodcock  Krotz  Springs-St.  Landry  Parish 

Total  American  Woodcock 
Mourning  Dove     Bodcau  W„M«,A0 -Bossier  Parish 

Camp  Claiborne-Rapides  Parish 

DeRidder-Beauregard  Parish 

Grand  Terre-Jef f erson  Parish 

Rose lawn  Cemetery =E„  Baton 

Rouge  Parish 

Monroe-Ouachita  Parish 

Total  Mourning  Dove 
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Alabama 

2 

Alaska 

6 

Florida 

1 

Indiana 

1 

Louisiana 

12 

Mackenzie 

1 

Manitoba 

1 

Minnesota 

8 

Mississippi 

1 

Nebraska 

1 

Ontario 

1 

Saskatchewan 

L 

Tennessee 

1 

Texas 

2 

Wisconsin 

5 

44 

Louisiana 

3 

Mississippi 

1 

Texas 

1 

5 

Missouri 

1 

1 

Alabama 

1 

Louisiana 

19 

Texas 

1 

Louisiana 

20 

Texas 

4 

Louisiana 

14 

Texas 

1 

Florida 

1 

Louisiana 

1 

Louisiana 

5 

67 

Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  65-66  of  birds  banded  in 
Louisiana  (other  than  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission). 


Species 
Mallard 


American  Widgeon 


Blue-Winged  Teal 


Stane  of  Recovery 


Wood  Duck 


Lesser  Scaup 


Ring=Necked  Duck 


Blue  Goose 


Canada  Goose 


Louisiana 
Missouri 

Total  Mallard 

Texas 

Total  American  Widgeon 

Colombia 

Louisiana 

Texas 

Total  Blue-Winged  Teal 

Louisiana 

Total  Wood  Duck 

Georgia 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
Texas 

Total  Lesser  Scaup 

Arkansas 

Florida 

Georgia 

Louisiana 

Minnesota 

Texas 

Total  Ring-Necked  Duck 

Louisiana 

Total  Blue  Goose 

Illinois 

Iowa 

Louisiana 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Tennessee 

Wisconsin 

Total  Canada  Goose 
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No,  of  Recoveries 

2 

1 

3 

1 
I 

1 

5 
1 

7 

4 

4 

1 
12 

2 

4 

19_ 

1 

2 

2 

17 

4 
4 

30 

1 

1 

1 
1 
2 
1 
14 
1 
2 

22 


Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  65-66  of  birds  banded  in 
Louisiana  (other  than  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission)  cont'd. 


Species 
American  Woodcock 


State  of  Recovery 

Louisiana 

Michigan 

Mississippi 

Ohio 

Wisconsin 


No.  of  Recoveries 

6 

1 
1 
1 
1 


Total  American  Woodcock 


10 


Common  Snipe 


Louisiana 
Mississippi 

Total  Common  Snipe 


Total-All  Species 


102 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  65-66  of  birds 
banded  outside  Louisiana  and  recovered  in  Louisiana 


Species 
Mallard 


Black  Duck 


Mottled  Duck 


Gadwall 


State  of  Banding 

Alabama 

Alberta 

Arkansas 

Colorado 

Delaware 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Mackenzie 

Manitoba 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

New  York 

North  Dakota 

Ontario 

Saskatchewan 

South  Carolina 

South  Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Washington 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Total,  Mallard 

Minnesota 
Ontario 

Wisconsin 

Total  Black  Duck 

Texas 

Total  Mottled  Duck 

Alberta 
Arkansas 
Manitoba 
North  Dakota 


No.  of  Recoveries 

1 

7 
15 

2 

1 

6 

1 

I 

2 

1 

3 
14 

1 
38 

8 

7 
14 

2 

2 
21 

3 
50 

1 
21 

5 

5 

1 
20 

1 


254 

1 

2 

_1_ 

_4_ 

2 


13 

1 

1 

11 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  65-66  of  birds 
banded  outside  Louisiana  and  recovered  in  Louisiana  (cont'd) 


Species 
Gadwall  (cont'd) 


American  Widgeon 


Green-Winged  Teal 


Blue=Winged  Teal 


State  of  Banding 

Saskatchewan 
South  Dakota 

Total  Gadwall 

Alaska 

Alberta 

Minnesota 

North  Dakota 

Oklahoma 

Saskatchewan 

Texas 

Total  American  Widgeon 

Idaho 

Iowa 

Minnesota 

North  Dakota 

Ohio 

Ontario 

Saskatchewan 

South  Dakota 

Tennessee 

Wisconsin 

Total  Green»Winged  Teal 

Alberta 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Manitoba 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

New  Mexico 

North  Dakota 

Ohio 

Ontario 

Saskatchewan 

South  Dakota 

Texas 

Virginia 


No.  of  Recoveries 

3 

6 


35 


11 


15 


7 

12 
1 

12 

15 
2 
2 
1 
1 
3 
1 
3 

23 
7 
3 
1 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  65-66  of  birds 
banded  outside  Louisiana  and  recovered  in  Louisiana  (cont'd). 


Species 
Blue-Winged  Teal  (cont'd) 


Shove ler 


State  of  Banding 

West  Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Total  Blue-Winged  Teal 

Alaska 

Arkansas 

Colorado 

Manitoba 

North  Dakota 

Saskatchewan 

South  Dakota 

Total  Shoveler 


No.  of  Recoveries 

1 
I 
1 


97 


11 


Pintail 


Wood  Duck 


Alberta 

Colorado 

Idaho 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Mackenzie 

Manitoba 

Mexico 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Montana 

North  Dakota 

Ontario 

Quebec 

Saskatchewan 

South  Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Total  Pintail 

Alabama 

Arkansas 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kentucky 


3 

4 
1 
1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
6 
2 
4 
5 
1 
1 
19 
6 
2 
1 
1 

63 

1 

9 

58 

12 

26 

3 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  65-66  of  birds 
banded  outside  Louisiana  and  recovered  in  Louisiana  (cont'd). 


Species 
Wood  Duck  (cont'd) 


State  of  Banding 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

New  York 

North  Dakota 

Ohio 

Ontario 

Pennsylvania 

South  Carolina 

Tennessee 

Vermont 

Wisconsin 


No.  of  Recoveries 

4 
26 

4 
16 

2 

1 

9 

1 

1 

1 
16 

1 
45 


Redhead 


Total  Wood  Duck 

Minnesota 
Saskatchewan 


236 

J 
4 


Total  Redhead 


Canvasback 


Greater  Scaup 


Lesser  Scaup 


Alaska 

Alberta 

Manitoba 

Minnesota 

North  Dakota 

Saskatchewan 

South  Dakota 

Total  Canvasback 

Alaska 

Total  Greater  Scaup 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Alberta 

Florida 

Indiana 

Mississippi 

Saskatchewan 

Total  Lesser  Scaup 


1 

L 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

7 

2 

2 

2 
42 
31 

1 
2 
1 
3 

82 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  65-66  of  birds 
banded  outside  Louisiana  and  recovered  in  Louisiana  (cont'd). 


Species 
Ring-Necked  Duck 


Common  Goldeneye 


Ruddy  Duck 


State  of  Banding 

Arkansas 

Florida 

Illinois 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Tennessee 

Wisconsin 

Total  Ring-Necked  Duck 

Minnesota 

Total  Common  Goldeneye 

Alberta 
Saskatchewan 


No.    of    Recoveries 

I 

4 
1 
2 

10 
2 
1 


21 


Lesser  Snow  Goose 


Blue  Goose 


Ross '  Goose 


Total  Ruddy  Duck 

Missouri 
North  Dakota 
South  Dakota 
Wisconsin 
Keewatin 

Total  Lesser  Snow  Goose 

Franklin 
Illinois 
Missouri 
North  Dakota 
Soutn  Dakota 
Keewatin 

Total  Blue   Goose 

Mackenzie 
North  Dakota 
Saskatchewan 
Keewatin 

Total  Ross '  Goose 


3 
1 
& 
1 
12 

23 

13 
1 
5 
1 
3 

27 

50 

5 
2 
4 
2 

13 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  65-66  of  birds 
banded  outside  Louisiana  and  recovered  in  Louisiana  (cont'd) 


Species 
Canada  Goose 

American  Coot 


American  Woodcock 


Mourning  Dove 


State  of  Banding 

Keewatin 

Total  Canada  Goose 

Alabama 
Iowa 

Michigan 
South  Dakota 

Total  Canada  Goose 

Michigan 

Total  American  Woodcock 

Alabama 

Illinois 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Texas 

Wisconsin 

Total  Mourning  Dove 


No.  of  Recoveries 

1 

1 

1 
3 
1 

2 

7 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 


Total-All   Species 


953 


-42- 


Creel  Census  monthly  results  are  shown  for  two  major  locations.   Differences  between 
category  totals  represents  incomplete  field  returns  where  the  information  was  not 
noted  or  was  unknown.   The  categories  headed  "Fish  Caught,"  "Lbs.  Caught"  and 
"Man  Hours"  were  also  prepared  by  individual  species  for  each  location  on  a 
monthly  basis  for  analysis  by  study  leaders.   Estimates  will  be  prepared  by  study 
leaders  from  the  sample  results. 

Monthly  Sample  Results 


Creel  Census 

-  Bussey 

Brake,  Morehouse  Par 

ish.  May  1965 

-  April 
Males 

1966 

Month 

Parties 

Successful 
Parties     Fishermen 

Res. 

Non-Res . 

Females 

May 

453 

394 

915 

776 

112 

726 

183 

June 

300 

246 

612 

561 

44 

517 

93 

July 

384 

267 

763 

696 

51 

661 

102 

August 

207 

146 

401 

384 

10 

340 

61 

September 

177 

131 

315 

281 

30 

256 

59 

October 

100 

55 

170 

156 

14 

135 

35 

November 

107 

72 

176 

167 

9 

151 

25 

December 

32 

14 

59 

57 

2 

51 

8 

January 

51 

22 

73 

67 

4 

67 

5 

February 

314 

191 

554 

507 

44 

475 

76 

March 

421 

277 

805 

775 

25 

696 

106 

April 

326 

264 

616 

578 

34 

521 

89 

TOTALS 

2872 

2079 

5459 

5005 

379 

4596 

842 
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Creel  Census 

-  Bussey 

Brake , 

Morehouse 

Parish, 

May    1965    -  AD 

ril    1966 

Fish 

Lbs. 

Man 

Month 

Licdo 

Non~Lic 

Boat 

Shore 

Caught 

Caught 

Hours 

May 

535 

355 

877 

9 

12,003 

3,890.0 

4,149.00 

June 

436 

160 

599 

4,456 

1,863.6 

2,734.00 

July 

590 

161 

742 

3,116 

1,884.1 

3,508.00 

Augus  t 

307 

89 

398 

2  ,466 

1,189.3 

1,855.50 

September 

227 

88 

315 

1,324 

645.9 

1,510.50 

October 

140 

28 

168 

362 

359.6 

823.00 

November 

155 

21 

176 

428 

445.1 

773.00 

December 

49 

10 

59 

43 

87.1 

220.50 

January 

67 

6 

73 

77 

82.1 

311.00 

February 

425 

120 

547 

1,285 

885.8 

2,394.00 

March 

588 

213 

797 

2,499 

1,528.5 

3,730.50 

April 

425 

173 

601 

6,933 

2,962.4 

2,677.00 

TOTALS 

3,944 

1,424 

5,352 

9 

34,992 

15,823.5 

24,686.00 
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Cree 

1  Census 

-  Lake  D'Arbonne,  Union 

Parish, 

May  1965  - 

April  1966 

Successful 

Month 

Parties 

Parties 

Fishermen   Res„ 

Non-Res. 

Males 

Females 

May 

269 

235 

612 

590 

9 

339 

270 

June 

119 

101 

285 

283 

2 

173 

109 

July 

164 

131 

355 

346 

4 

248 

107 

August 

119 

92 

245 

241 

4 

157 

83 

September 

211 

161 

448 

440 

8 

279 

164 

October 

179 

145 

327 

319 

8 

207 

120 

November 

129 

110 

237 

234 

3 

176 

61 

December 

44 

37 

84 

84 

65 

19 

January 

64 

57 

110 

109 

1 

80 

30 

February 

152 

109 

275 

263 

10 

205 

68 

March 

7 

4 

18 

16 

2 

15 

3 

April 

284 

237 

582 

547 

20 

414 

168 

TOTALS 

1741 

1419 

3578 

3472 

71 

2358 

1202 
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Creel 

Census 

-   Lake  D 

'Arbonne , 

Union  Par 

ish,   May 

1965    -  April 

1966 

Fish 

Lbs. 

Man 

Month 

Lied. 

Non-Lie, 

Boat 

Shore 

Caught 

Caught 

Hours 

May- 

179 

410 

134 

463 

4,645 

1,412.5 

1,672.75 

June 

116 

155 

105 

31 

1,798 

537.7 

794.25 

July 

112 

227 

229 

122 

1,916 

705.7 

978.00 

August 

113 

132 

122 

123 

971 

302.9 

624.25 

September 

209 

239 

240 

204 

2,524 

965.7 

1,160.75 

October 

134 

192 

199 

125 

2,318 

1,025.8 

831.25 

November 

113 

124 

190 

47 

1,260 

696.9 

521.75 

December 

48 

36 

77 

7 

361 

171.0 

110.00 

January 

57 

53 

110 

786 

341.4 

178.25 

February 

146 

124 

205 

67 

1,364 

602.0 

629.00 

March 

11 

7 

6 

12 

19 

22.1 

23.50 

April 

259 

313 

439 

137 

3,508 

1,265.1 

1,416.50 

TOTALS               ] 

•  9497 

2S012 

2,056 

1,338 

21,470 

8,048.8 

8,940.25 

-46- 
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